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I.—INTRODUCTION.

It is an universally admitted fact, which no one acquainted with
the Greek translations of the Bible will venture to contradict, that
the real work of Theodotion consisted in correcting and altering
the old Greek translation known as the LXX, in accordance with
the Hebrew text. Not much has been preserved of that improved
edition of the LXX made by Theodotion, but the fragments alone
would suffice to show his absolute dependence upon the Hebrew
original.

Much more clearly is this fact evidenced by the whole
book of Daniel, which has come down to us entirely in
Theodotion’s version.  The translation of the LXX must have
deviated very much from the original, so much so as to induce the
Church from very ancient times to eliminate it from the official
service, and to substitute for it that other translation of Theodotion.
(The LXX text has, as is well known, come to light in the last
century, and has been often reprinted.) The differences extend
also to the apocryphal additions, which are missing in our canon,
at any rate in the Hebrew canon of the Scriptures. These
differences do not appear to be very great, but it is questionable
whether Theodotion's text has not been altered after that of the
LXX. Even in this foim there are, however, marked differences
which cannot be explaineq, unless we admit that Theodotion had a
certain original before his eyes, exactly as was the case with the rest
of the book. He corrected and amended the old translation, being
guided by the language of that original. It would appear, otherwise,
at least singular that he should have attempted a similar process of
correction, if there was not such an original text to guide him. The
presumption, @ priori, is, therefore, that also for those portions which
are now counted among the Apocrypha an original in a Semitic



2 The Unknown Aramaic Original of [281]

dialect must have existed, and that this was used by Theodotion
when he undertook to amend the LXX version.

I do not think that one can lay great stress on the suggestion
thrown out by Lengerke,* that these apocryphal additions have
been interpolated at a later time from the L.XX into Theodotion,
as this would lead to a far more complicated question, viz., how
to explain these differences in those two texts.

First, as to the “ Song of the Three Children.” Many a scholar
has thought that he could detect traces of such an ancient Semitic
original in peculiaritics of the language. De Wette-Schradert has
collected all these peculiarities of the Greek which would point
to such an original. They can best be explained by comparing
them with words or forms that may have been misunderstood by the
translator, or by his being influenced by the forms of that language,
which may have been an Aramaic dialect akin to that of Daniel—
and yet does De Wette doubt the existence of such an original.
Schuerer, who devotes a whole chapter to the study of these additions
to Daniel,} sums up his judgment in these words : “There is no
reason to believe in a Hebrew original for any of these texts.”
It is doubtful whether he meant a purely Hebrew or an original
written in any Semitic dialect, since, properly speaking, one could say
that there is no Hebrew original for the greater part of the Book of
Daniel, as it contains so many chapters written in Aramaic. Much
more decided is De Wette in his opinion about the origin of
the other additions, such as the history of Bel and that of the
Dragon. He, as well as Fritzsche,§ say that there is not the
slightest foundation for the idea that there was a Hebrew, or, as the
latter adds, an Aramaic original for these. The differences between
Theodotion and the LXX are, however, much more pronounced in
these other portions than in the Song, and, as far as T have been
able to see, no theory has hitherto been vouchsafed by any of
these scholars that could give a satisfactory explanation of these
discrepancies. If they are not to be explained by a difference of
translation, how, and for what reason should Theodotion have
gone out of his way to alter the old-established version ; and why

* Das Buch Daniel ; Konigsberg, 1835, p. 108.

+ Lehrbuch d. histor.-Kritischen Einleitung, Sth ed. ; Berlin, 1869, p. 509.

% Geschichte des juedischen Volkes im Zeitalter Jcsu, 2d ed., ii, pp. 716-720.

§ Kurzgefasstes Exegetisches Handbuch zu den Apokryphen ; Leipzig, 1851,
p- 121, § 12,
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should the Church feel it proper to accept this latter, if not for their
conviction that this way is a more faithful rendering of the original ?
Delitzgsh, in his study on Habakkuk,* has already drawn attention to
a fragment of the Bel legend in an old Hebrew Midrash quoted by
Raymundus Martini in the 13th century. The same has since been
discovered by Dr. Neubauer in another fragment of the same
Midrash Major, as that book is called. He has published- this
legend, together with the Aramaic version of the' Book of Tobit.t
The language of this text, however, is more like Syriac than Aramaic,
and it differs in many important details from the old Greek versions.
It can, therefore, not be considered as the probable original from
which those translations have been made. They go, on the other
hand, a long way to prove the existence of these legends in a
Semitic dialect.

Another proof is furnished by the fact that all the additions to
Daniel are found also in the Hebrew Josephus, better known as
Josippon.  We have there the throwing of Daniel into the den of
the lions, and the prophet Habakkuk drawn by the lock of his hair
from Palestine to feed him in that pit,} then the history of Bel,§
and that of the Dragon.|| As will be seen afterwards, these portions
were in the oldest known MS. of Josippon, and form part of that
book ; they are not later additions or interpolations, but belong
to the body of that work. As the question concerning Josippon
is still an open one, and its relation to the Greck Josephus not yet
sufficiently cleared up, I prefer not to take this parallel asa proof
for the antiquity of these texts. They suffice to prove, however,
the existence of Semitic parallels to the apocryphal additions to
Daniel. It will become evident later on that the version contained
in Josippon, which has some details which are wanting in the Greek
versions both of the LXX and Theodotion, is not taken from these
versions, but in every probability from the original Semitic source
which served as basis to these Greek translations.

1t is dangerous to dogmatise, and to try to settle definitely
questions which later discoveries may easily upset. Such is the
case with these additions to Daniel, which, as shown, are declared

* De Habacuci Prophetae vita, etc.; Leipzig, 1842, pp. 32, 33.
+ The Book of Tobit; Oxford, 1878, pp. 41, 42.

% Ed. Breithaupt, I, cap. x, xi, pp. 33-37.

§ /bid., cap. xiii, pp. 40-42.

\i Zé64d., cap. xiv, pp. 42-45.
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by all the recognized authorities to be of a purely Greek, probably
Alexandrinian, origin, though it be extremely difficult to reconcile
it with the fact that such texts were known in a Semitic language
from ancient times.

I think now to have recovered that very original, the existence
of which has hitherto been denied, on apparently insufficient
grounds.

In the Chronicle of Jerahmeel, who lived somewhat about the
1oth century, if not earlier, I have found an Aramaic text which is
interesting from more than one point of view. The compiler of the
Chronicle gives first a Hebrew translation of all those chapters in
Daniel that are in Aramaic. Then follows a long rhymed introduc-
tion, after which the author says: “Now I am copying the missing
praises and songs which praised and sang the three young men,
which Theodosius found, and are not in the 24 (canonical) books.
And this is the text (chapter) which Theodosius the wise man, who
translated (the Bible) in the days of Commodus, the king of the
Romans, introduced (arranged) in his Corpus (Canon)* It is not
found in the book of the Hebrews but in that of the Seventy
wise men, who translated the book of the Law together with Llazar
the high priest, who was killed in the days of Antiochus (his
bones may be ground to dust), who translated the whole Law in the
days of Ptolomzus, king of Egypt; and the two men whose names
were Symmachus and Akilas, who translated in the days of king
Adrian, were translators (thereof) also. And Akilas is Onkelos.”

“ And this is the text of that which is not written in the Corpus
(Canon) of the Hebrews and was found by Theodosius.”

So far this remarkable introduction, which I have tried to render
in a more intelligible form. The language is greatly involved and
the meaning is not perfectly clear. But one point cannot be mis-
taken, viz., that the compiler wanted to convey the meaning that the
text which he incorporated into his Chronicle was the one found or
discovered by Theodosius. In order to understand fully the whole
bearing of these few words, one must first settle the question as to
who this great man Theodosius was, of whom Jerahmeel speaks
with such a respect. 1 say that this Zodos or Theodosius, as I

* 1 draw special attention to the word =1p used here, as this seems to be the
exact equivalent of kavow, and furnishes the best explanation of this term. I am
preparing a special study on this term.
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have translated this name, is no one else than Z%eodotion. It will
at once be apparent why it is said that he found it. Bearing in mind
the character of his work as a translator, that it consisted chiefly in
adjusting the Greek text so as to reproduce the meaning of the
Hebrew original more accurately, one can easily understand his
anxiety to get hold also of the Hebrew or Aramaic originals of
those portions which were not included in the Hebrew canon, but
were to be found in the Greek of the LXX. Therefore it is said
that he “found” this text, 7., he discovered the old original. A
comparison between this Aramaic text and the Greek of Theodotion
will soon convince us whether my conjecture is correct or not.
Before proceeding to this exegetical part, we have still to examine
that introduction, which may yield some unexpected results. First
again the name Zvdos and Zheodosius. 1If this be identical with
Theodotion, as I suggest, then this short notice will throw a flood
of light on the history and biography of this otherwise very little
known translator of the Bible. Hitherto all that was known is due
to the short and not very clear notices of Irenzus, Hieronymus and
Epiphanius, whose credibility has been doubted.* The only thing
certain was that he must have lived before Irenzus (d. 202), Ze.,
before the close of the second century. He may also have been a
Jewish proselyte. Hieronymus makes him out to have been an
Ebionite or semi-christianus. According to Epiphanius (Irenzus)
he came from Ephesus, was originally a Marcionite, embraced
afterwards Judaism, studied Hebrew, and made his translation in
the time of the emperor Commodus. That is almost all that is
known hitherto about this man. There is nothing improbable in
the idea that Theodotion may have been a proselyte. Most if nct
all the Greek translations owe their origin to proselytes: such were
Akilas and Symmachus. They felt more keenly the inadequacy of
the existing translations, and strove after another which should
render the Hebrew original in the most faithful manner, in order to
have, if it were possible, the Hebrew original in a Greek garb. To
the Jews the Greek was almost a matter of indifference ; not so to
those to whom Greek was their natural language, and who had to
acquire the knowledge of Hebrew afterwards in life by hard work.
Only such a motive will explain the number of Greek translations.
The same may have been the primary motive for Theodotion to

* Vide de Wette, Le., p. 101,
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improve the older and not sufficiently literal translation of the
LXX.*

From the comparative obscurity and uncertainty as to the date
and personality of Theodotion in which we are left by the writers of
the Church, he is lifted out by this attempted identification of Theo-
dotion or Theodot (so in some MSS.) with Todos, the popular and
shorter form of the same name.

Todos is a man well known in Talmudic literature. He is men-
tioned in both the Talmuds at least five or six times, and always as a
rich man and in high position. He is a munificent supporter of the
wise men, and assists them materially.t “He used to give to the
people of Rome the passah-lamb prepared in a peculiar manner, in
the same way almost as it used to be prepared in Jerusalem, so that it
looked like the sacrificial lamb.  The sages sent word to him saying :
‘“if thou wert not Todos, we would have cxcommunicated thee.”” }

In all these passages it is R. Jose, (second half of the second
century) who mentions this fact. In one place only the name of the
rabbi who sent that threat is given as that of R. Simeon b. Shetah,
of the time of Jannai the Makkabaan king;§ but this name has
crept in from the other incident mentioned a few lines higher on the
same page, and is undoubtedly a mistake of the writer or printer.
The parallel passage in the Jesusalem Talmud (Moed katan) proves
it also to be a mistake. TFrom this passage two things arc evi-
dent : (1) that Todos wished to observe the commandment of the
passah-lamb in the strictest possible manner, so strictly in fact that he
almost brought down upon himself the censure and possibly the
anathema of the authorities. If anything, this is the characteristic
of the proselyte, who is more strict in the observance of the law than
the man born in it. In his anxiety to do what he considered to be

* Theodotion, or, as he is called in the same MSS., ZVcodot, stands probably
for the Hebrew Jonathan. 1t is rather a peculiar coincidence that the Aramaic
translation of the Prophets is ascribed to a Jonathan, who is identified in the
Talmud with Jonathan, son of Uzicl, pupil of Hillel. In a similar manner we
have the Aramaic translation of the Pentateuch ascribed to Onkelos, the counter-
part of Akilas. I do not intend laying any stress on this peculiar coincidence,
beyond pointing out the parallelism in the names of the Greek and Aramaic
translators of the Bible. Nor do I wish it to be understood that I identify
Jonathan the Targumist with Theodotion.

+ Tr. Pesahim, fol. 534, jer. Moed katan, III, § 1/, 81d.

% Z.c., v. Tr. Betzah, fol. 23a.

§ Tr. Berachoth, fol. 19a.
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a divine commandment, he almost went beyond the Law; and. (2)
that the rabbis must have had a very strong reason to wink at his zeal,
and deal leniently with his transgression. The reason thereof is not
given in the Talmud; it is said only that he was a munificent supporter
of the rabbis. This would not have weighed very much with them;
we are therefore bound to look in another direction for this leniency.
If Theodotion was a proselyte, this would explain admirably why
he was allowed to go out scot free. He did not know that it was not
permitted to offer the passah-lamb outside Jerusalem. It was an
error of judgment committed from the purest of motives, hence his
immunity. If besides we take into consideration that by the new
translation of the Bible he may have rendered a signal service to the
community, we easily understand why he has been treated with such
regard.* He is not to be confounded with Theodoros the doctor
who is a contemporary of R. Akiba;{ this seems to have been a
man from Alexandria. I make this remark because Levy in his
Talmudic dictionary brings both under the same name Todos, and
translates this latter as Theodoros, which is not correct.

There is one more reference to Todos in the old Hebrew litera-
ture which leads us straight to the question from which we started
in our investigation, viz., the relation between this Todos and the
additions to the canonical book of Daniel.

In the name of T'odos we find in the late Midrash to the Psalms}
a peculiar Aggadic interpretation of the martyrdom of the Three
Children.  ““ According to Todos the three children compared them-
sclves with the frogs which, according to the word of Scripture,
entered also the furnaces of the Egyptians at the bidding of God,
(Exod. vii, 28), but they were not hurt, as God protected them : the
more reason for them to hope, who had also the merits of their
forefathers to assist them, and had moreover the duty to sanctify
the Name of God, and to suffer martyrdom for His suke.”

This line of argument harmonises very well with the character of
Theodotion as we have tried to sketch it; he was a zealous and
devout proselyte. That he should have just chosen the three
children for the exponents of his views, corroborates the idea that

* Cf. also Jer. Betza, II, §7, f. 61c; Toseftah Betza, II, § 15, p. 204,
ed. Zuckermandel.

+ Tr. Berachoth, fol. 284, and Toseftah Oholoth, IV, §2, p. 600, ed.
Zuckermandel.

3 Ps. xxviii, o 2, p. 229, ed. Buber.
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he must have occupied himself more specially with these incidents
recorded in the book of Daniel. There is in the whole of Hebrew
literature, as far as I am aware of, no other reference to a biblical
passage recorded in his name.

If we return now to the starting point of this inquiry, we shall
find that Jerahmeel has preserved also the date when Theodotion
lived. He places him under Commodus, and is thus in perfect
agreement with the tradition of Epiphanius, who places him exactly
under the same reign. Nor is this date contradicted by the quota-
tions and references in the Talmudic literature. According to all
these independent witnesses, Theodotion flourished during the
second half of the second century after the common era.

The remaining portion of Jerahmeel’s introduction is no less
interesting. We have there so faint an echo of Aristeas’ famous
letter that it is scarcely recognisable. According to Jerahmeel, the
Greek translation of the LXX dates from the first half of the second
century before Christ, as he lets the High Priest Eleazar, who takes
part in it, die in the days of Antiochus Epiphanes (ci7ca. 170 B.C.).
This may mean to signify the latest date when all the books of the
Bible were translated, as Jes. Sirach (130 B.c.) alludes to thee exist-
ence of that translation, whether in whole or parts is not perfectly
clear. The time of Antiochus may be the terminus ad guem.

As far as Akilas and Symmachus are concerned, the date assigned
to them by Jerahmeel—the time of Hadrian—seems to be per-
fectly correct, although some would like to place Symmachus after
Theodotion.

From the preliminary matter we pass now to the text itself. We
first study the language in which it is written. It is a remarkable
fact that it is more like unto the Aramaic of the Book of Daniel
than to that of the Targumim. The only difficulty we have to
contend with in this connection is that we have only one copy, no
other MS. being known to exist ; the writing of this MS. is also not
perfectly clear throughout. But in spite of these drawbacks the
character of the text stands out clear enough. and we find in it all
the peculiarities of the Biblical Aramaic.* On the other hand, it
is very remote from the Syriac form of the fragment of the legend
of the Dragon mentioned above. The lexicon is somewhat richer,
as new words are to be found which do not occur in the Biblical

® Cf. Driver, ‘“Introduction to the Old Testament,” 3rd ed., pp. 471-473.
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texts, and these have the same archaic ring about them as the rest.
Judging, therefore, only from the language, we would be justified in
assigning a high antiquity to this Aramaic version of the Song of
the Three Children, and of the legend of the Dragon, for both
these have been preserved to us in-the compilation of Jerahmeel.

If we proceed now to the comparison between the Aramaic text
and the version of Theodotion, such as we can reconstruct it after
the numberless interpolations, omissions and alterations it has been
subjected to, we shall find an adsolute identity extending to the most
minute details. All those points brought out by Fritzsche in his
exhaustive study of the Song of the Three Children—to commence
with this—find their ample justification in our Aramaic text. All
the changes introduced by Theodotion correspond with the Aramaic
text; all those passages proved to be later interpolations are missing
from the Aramaic ; the inversion of order to be observed, especially
in the actual song in the Greek of Theodotion, has its counterpar
in our Aramaic, and many a hazarded suggestion advanced by one
or the other commentator—who sought to find in an Aramaic
original the source and reason of misunderstandings—will be cor-
roborated by our text. The confusion in the order of things
enumerated in verses 28-50, varying in various MSS. and translations,
disappears completely when compared with the order in the Aramaic
text. Here we have, first God, then the heavenly bodies, then
follow all the phenomena of the air, such as rain, dew, snow,
frost, clouds, and so on; then land, sea and birds; lastly man.
The minute commentary, which follows later on, is intended to
bring out all these points. TFrom such a minute study it will
become evident beyond doubt or cavil, that we have in this
Aramaic text the long-sought for, often denied, and now proved
Semitic original of Theodotion’s translation. I publish it (in Part
II) exactly after the original MS., adding my corrections in brackets,
and I subjoin to it an English translation, the differences between
this and the current one* are as much marked as they are when
comparing the Aramaic text with the Greek texts of Theodotion
and the LXX. In the commentary I will point out the more
important passages which seem to be conclusive.

I pass now to the other portion containing the legend of the
Dragon. As has already been remarked, this legend was found long

* Published by the Society for Promoting Christian Knowledge ; London, 1881,
288
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ago in an ancient Midrash, but this differs so much from the Greek
versions that it could not be the probable original of these latter.
Not so, however, is the case with Jerahmeel's text, which follows
immediately upon the Song. This corresponds exactly to the true
text of Theodotion, and this absolute identity helps us to restore
that very text, which as appears now, has been a little curtailed and
made to fit better with that of the LXX. Here and there a few
words are omitted in the Greek, and in one verse a very important
detail is not to be found in the latter, which however must have
been in the original, as we find it also in the parallel in Josippon.
Both these texts contain a more detailed description of the in-
gredients which Daniel put into the lump of food for the dragon.
Pitch, fat and hair alone would not kill a dragon such as that
worshipped by the Babylonians, accustomed as it must have been
according to legend to devour whole animals. In both texts Daniel
used these merely as blinds, as “he rolled them round iron hatchets
and made one big lump of it, which he threw into the mouth of the
dragon. When the dragon had swallowed it, the fat and pitch
melted away in the stomach, and the sharp points of the iron
hatchets caused the dragon to linger and die.” It is not likely that
this should be a later interpolation, as we find it in two independent
texts, also in the Midrash Rabba on Genesis Ixviii, f. 77 ¢, 4 (ed.
Fcft) ad Genes. xxviii, 12. I cannot find a satisfactory reason for
the omission, unless in the desire of reducing the divinity of that
dragon to a still smaller scale. The LXX have felt the incongruity
between the things used by Daniel in the making up of that lump,
and have added therefore that ‘‘ the weight of the pitch used was very
great, no less than 3o manehs,” the cause of death was thus this
great quantity.

With the assistance of the Aramaic version we shall get rid also
of the remarkable bowl with bread, which reminds one of the Bud-
dhist monks with their begging bowl. In the Aramaic, the prophet
puts his bread in his sac, which he carries probably on his back, as
he perforce must keep in his hands the pottage sod by him for the
reapers. One can easily increase the number of such instances
where our text gives a proper meaning, and shows its incontestable
superiority over all the other versions, the Greek included. The
language is the same as that of the other picce, the same gram-
matical forms and the same general character, distinct from Syriac
and not absolutely identical with the Targumim.
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In order to obviate a possible objection, viz., that Jerahmeel may
have got hold of another version of Josippon and have transferred
these two texts from it into his Chronicle, especially as the copyist
added here a note, included by me in brackets, to the effect that
“from here on Jerahmeel copied from Todos and the jewish
Josippon,” it is necessary to point out that these very texts are
to be found also in his extracts from Josippon, totally different
from the Aramaic text, and corresponding entirely with the printed
editions of that book. This alone suffices to prove the accuracy
and faithfulness of Jerahmeel, who repcated the same texts twice,
copying them from Zwo different sources. It gives further credibility
to the authorship of these Aramaic portions in his Chronicle, a
credibility which they fully deserve, as it is borne out by the com-
parison between them and the Greek translation of Theodotion.

II.—TEXT.
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III.—COMMENTARY.

I pass now to the detailed and minute comparison between the
Aramaic text published here for the first time, and the two Greck
translations, the LXX and Theodotion. This comparison will show
how far the contention is justified by facts that the Aramaic text is
the very original of those translations, especially of Theodotion’s,
and is not a translation from any of the Greek texts, or any other
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text in existence. I have used O. F. Fritzsche’s edition,* which so
far seems to be the best available.

At the same time I will offer some emendations of the Aramaic
text, and some observations on the state of its preservation.

A. The Song.

V. 1. Is almost identical with Theodotion, and just as short;
differing from LXX. Instead of @\ovos we have however sl
NP N, “ The furnace of burning fire,” corresponding to the
second half of lh(: LXX, 7(? Wupl l'm'ox‘mo/(c'vqc 7;}“ A'a/u'vou. Azar{a:
is the on/y one who prays, not a// as in the LXX.

V. 2. 7M1 corresponds exactly to edloyyros; 1AW settles
the reading aiverdr, and refers to the name of God. The verb is
in the third instead of the second person, in conformity with the
old Hebrew forms of praise, pait it 055 ‘71 T Ps. Ixix,
53, and more especially Ezra vii, 27, with which the first half of
v. 2 is identical.

V. 3. For the first @\p0wa stands here YWy, whilst for the
second, which in some MSS. alternates with d\j0cta, we have
the word I\;‘ynn, identical with Syr. P. This is a proof for the
original character of the Aramaic, where two distinct words are used
instead of one and the same, as is the case in the Greek. We
shall find later on similar examples of copiousness of language
in Aramaic for various shades of identical notions, which are
rendered however by one and the same Greek word. The two
words 22y and Vy.‘m are used together (Daniel ii, 45), and
29N N is the form used in the morning prayer of the Jewish
Liturgy, which dates from the times of the second Temple.

V. 4. Our text has the singular, 1P [ “true judgment,”
corresponding to v. 7, ¢v d\gOwi xpicer, where the same words
occur.

DM, twice so in the MS., must be altered into NAYMN.
the scriptio plena, which we find in most cases of 2 s. in our text.
It corresponds to Theodotion émjyayes in both instances in this
verse.

* Libri Apocryphi Veteris Testamenti Graece. Lipsiae, 1871.
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aod of the I.XX is omitted by Theodotion and in our text. ¢
év a\ylelaxai kpicee is not a very happy juxtaposition, it is contrary
to the constant combination of ‘Zrwik’ with ‘judgment’ In our
text we have the correct form i frue judgment, or judgment oy
truth, once before in the same verse, and in v. 7. Cf. also Nehem.
ix, 33.

V. 5. ¢v maoe of the LXX, necither Theodotion nor our text.
dwogTijvar is as near a translation as can be found of NITYNY,
the Aphel-form of 7Y, to depart, to remove oneself from. It
stands in the finite form, and is parallel with the two preceding verbs
and the following NJYM ; so also Syriac, ed. Lagarde.

V. 6. The Greek translator has read 1733 as it is in the Syriac
(ed. Lagarde) instead of ‘7:73, hence the peculiar ér waar, which gives
no satisfactory meaning. It ought to read év maast 7ais cvrolais,
according to the Aramaic text. The whole text of the two verses
(7 and 8) does not seem to have been well preserved in Greek.
V. 7 looks like an unnecessary repetition of v. 4. In the Aramaic
we have in v. 8 the justification for the true punishments, and the
way how they have been carried out. The LXX reading of v. 7
seems to be the more accurate.

V. 8. éx0lorwr amoarardw is omitted in the Aramaic text, which
does not know of apostates, and which has, wicked and bad kings,
"\3'773 pluralis, instead of the singular of the Greek, which may have
been interpolated into the Greck by a copyist who thought probably
of Antiochus, “the wicked king.” The difficulty felt of old about the
“apostates” is thus solved, and the speculation about the wicked
king falls to the ground. (Cf. Tritzsche, Zc., p. 125.)

V. 9. The wording of the Aramaic favours Theodotion’s Greek
form éyerj0y against the senseless <yerjOyuer ; the construction is
however somewhat different in both versions. The Aramaic text
agrees with Daniel ix, 16; ¢/ Joel ii, 17; the Greek translator
must have thought of Isaiah xxx, 5, as he has aiayxiry xai éveidos
as in Isaiah, instead of only aiaxvvy as in the Aramaic text.

V. 1o. The Aramaic text has, “thy great and holy™ added to
“name,” which is missing in Theodotion and LXX. -menw
corresponds to Hebrew 1\1'\\‘1;), “Thy law, covenant.” 12N,
wrongly translated &weoxcédans. The idea of God forgetting the
Covenant is taken from Deut. iv, 31.

V. 11. Abraham, ‘“thy beloved,” jyamyucvos, is not a very correct
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translation of T, which ought to be rendered by, ¢ihos o, the
usual title of Abraham. (Cf. Isaiah xli, 8.) The Semitic original for
this translation has been suggested also by De Wette (/c., p. 509) ;
Syriac has also T

V. 13. Instead of the word N)Y, which does not exist in
Aramaic, we ought to read NJY3, “we have been diminished,”
“we have become less,” éauprvOqpuev.

¢z is impossible, it must be xai vov, "N:) N, “and now.”

doper 7amewor is the inexact rendering of NN ]\JDDD‘[,
‘““miserable,” “poor,” and helps us to recognize the Semitic original.

V. 14. In the Aramaic is no trace of a 4izg, as Fritzsche and
others suggest. 2M = dpxwr, is the ‘“leader” of the people;
]\:301 NP (copied from Daniel iii, 2, 3) are the “governors”
and “deputies.” In the Greek the last word is missing ; the Syriac
has, like our text, four offices, but in a different order: head and
governor ; prophet and leader.

“Incense” missing in Aramaic.

V. 15. Is based upon and modelled after Ps. li, 19. Fritzsche
is perfectly right in omitting the interpunction before s, which
belongs to the preceding. The division of the verses is undoubtedly
wrong in the Greek text, as is evidenced by the Aramaic. Here
v. 16 commences with ]'1‘13, ovTws.

V. 16. Is hopelessly corrupt in the Greek, as pointed out by
Fritzsche ; xai ékreNdoar 6mia0cév oot is omitted by the Syriac. It may
have been a marginal variant which has crept into the text. The
Vulgata alone has preserved the old true reading, “ut placeat tibi,”
corresponding to &1;}‘\'7. Ethiopic has: “and let it (our sacrifice)
be perfect with thee.”

caratr, Theodotion for esrw, LXX, is justified by the Itpael form

b
V. 17. 1W2, “we pray,” “we are desirous,” has been evidently

misunderstood by the translator as meaning ‘quarere’ (¢£ Dan. ii,
13, 20), hence, “we follow thee” or, “seck after thee;” but in the
Greek, the first ~a: is to be omitted, and the tense of the verb
changed to the Infinitive. Zyroduev 70 mpoawmov gob is likewise not
a correct translation of the Aramaic T2 ]D 1), which
means, ‘“and we beseech thee.” "m'yp ]D has been taken to have
the meaning of Hebrew T, and was translated accordingly.
The verse does not finish here as now in the Greek, but is continued'
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further, being connected with the following through 7, “that thou
puttest us not to shame,” which gives an excellent reading.

In the same way is v. 18 to be connected with v. 19, «ai being
left out and éfe\év vuas connected with goo. Instead of WD, one
could read also MDJ. «xara 7@ Oavpdewd is identical with Jerem.
xxi, 2, PINDDY, but whether it stood in the original is doubtful.
In the Aramaic it is missing ; it may have dropped out.

V. 21. ‘rnn‘p:, which means “alone,” has been incorrectly
translated ©eos poros, as if it stood =17 L}.\z, and the whole sentence
has got a dogmatic meaning alien to the Aramaic text. But no
stress is laid on the Ouneness of God, only on His omnipotence, just
as in 1 Chron. xxix, 12, viz., that God is “the ruler over the whole
world ”; évéofos for u\zpu}, rather freely.

V. 22 agrees more with Theodotion. od éé\eror has no counter-
part in the Aramaic, unless it is added by Theodotion to make the
statement more emphatic, or Py has been taken as a participle
and constructed with 32303, as meaning, “and they commenced, or
continued, to do.” I am the more inclined to believe in such a
misunderstanding, as the latter word is not translated at all. The
drppérac are the SyIWNY, the word NJL;D‘! seems to have
followed it, instead of preceding it as in the Aramaic. Theodotion
must have read 25T YIRUDY PTAY 1202 (I, ete. PO
occurs for a second time in the following Dragon legend, v. 6, where
we have the verb L,‘\'j;‘-\, to 7o/l. 1 translate it therefore, “and
they made 4alls of naphtha, pitch, and tow.” Theodotion took it to
be the plural of &lj\) or N'j:, hence k\ypariéa, (¢f. Levy, Targum-
Worterbuch, I, p. 139, s.v. Nlju).

V. 23. Commences then naturally with HNZ\CNB, “to increase.”
If we had here NpDNS, which means, ‘“to light, to incense,” and also
“to ascend,” then Theodotion must have mistaken the meaning and
translated, “to ascend,” “to stream out.” In consequence thereof
Theodotion omits Nn\mn'jw\ NN in v. 24, as an unnecessary
repetition. The Aramaic text, however, is quite correct, as in v. 23
the intention of increasing the fire and flame is mentioned, and in
v. 24 quite a new thing happened, those very flames “streamed out
and burned them” (Z.¢;, servants of the king), “and all those Chal-
dzans that stood about the furnace.” In the Greek lﬁnn\ is’
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omitted, undoubtedly by mistake, the “servants” were probably
understood to be included among “the Chaldzans.”

V. 25. The Aramaic IR, which means, “and it cooled
down,” is rendered by the senseless, éfezdvafe ““to smite out, to throw
out”the fire from the oven. A misunderstanding of the original
Semitic word, which becomes still more evident in the curious trans-
lation of v. 26, x%:g N2WIN T N, which means, as @ wind
that blows (and causes) the dew (fo descend). This is very much alike
to the formula inserted in the Eighteen blessings of the Morning
prayer, dating from the time of the second Temple, where it alternates
with the other formula, “ Thou makest the wind to blow and causest
the rain to descend.” Both are based upon Ps. cxlvii, 18, “He
causeth his wind to blow and waters flow.” (Cf. Treatise Taanith,
fol. 2a, first Mishna.) The Greek misunderstood §N2U, and
translated, éwoupelor, whistling. May be that he knew only the
other Aramaic form 22 as meaning to blow, and hence his mis-
understanding of 2W).

This passage has also been pointed out by De Wette as proving
a Semitic original ; v. 27 will therefore have to be translated, “and
he made in the midst of the furnace like unto a wind that blew
down dew,” etc. The Syriac has, ““the angel of dew went down.”

Theodotion, 7o xaOchov="9). mapyvdx\yaev is rather inappro-
priate after é\vmyaer (¢f. Daniel iii, 27), and is probably due to a
misunderstanding of DM, a word, by the way, that does not
occur in biblical Aramaic.

V. 27. N} is omitted in the Greek ; the Syriac has NN
N2

Vv. 28-65 of the Greek finish regularly with eis 'ra'l"s‘ al@vas, Or
eis 7ov ai@va, as if it stood in the original always NWMDY ‘?3‘73)‘7,
in secula szculorum, or ]‘73’73."7. This is not appropriate, how-
ever, in all cases, and is due, in every probability, to a confusion of
an’jy: with Nr:’j;]'), the former meaning ‘““sn the world,” or “ all
over the world” and “not for ever.” In our Aramaic text we find
indeed both forms used with the necessary discrimination between
the two. God’s Name is to be praised for ever; His creatures
cannot very well praise Him for ever, as they themselves are tran-
sitory, but they can praise Him in this world and above everything.
The former is therefore used more in vv. 27-34, the latter in all
the subsequent verses, where the creatures are appealed to to raise
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their voices in praise of God. Syriac has throughout a‘py'v like
the Greek.

V. 28, absolutely identical with Theodotion, who has not wavzas,
as in v. 29, corresponding with the Aramaic ‘73; also only in v. 29.
70 6vopa 7ijs éofys is an incorrect translation of the Aramaic ‘[rgw
NN (N2M), “Thy great and glorious Name,” {27 is omitted
by Theodotion.

V. 30. In Aramaic there is nothing for the Greek 7ijs é6&ys aov,
which proved a stumbling block from very ancient times (¢f. I'ritzsche,
lc., p. 128). May be that N, from v. 29, or Y, V. 31, was
added afterwards, in order to make the first half of the verse corre-
spond with those two verses. It is thus a later interpolation.

The Ithpaal forms of FTaNWN and (PN explain the araf-
Newyop: Umepupwyros kar bmepevéokos, as the Greek translator felt
forced to translate those emphatic forms here and in v. 32. For
S and its derivation, &ofa is always used. I add here a list of the
translations of vv. 28-33, which will show the relation between the
original and the Greek.

WD, v. 28, alveros; V. 29, vmepaweros; V. 32, brepupnTos;
MANWN, V. 30, bmepupwyios; V. 31, aiveros; V. 33, Vuvgros.
(Theodotion read thus, AWM in vv. 28, 31 and 33, and FT2ANWN,
V. 29, 30, 32.)

omIND, vv. 28 and 29, and MY, V- 31, are all translated
bmepuYrotpevos ; PN, V. 30, dmepcvéofos ; NI, V. 32, vmcpy-
pvodpevos, and 55rmn, V. 33, écoacpcvos.

The Aramaic is more varied in expressions and more original
in its forms, whilst the Greck is forced, and ciearly an imitation of
the Aramaic.

Vv. 31 and 32. Theodotion now reversed (¢f. Fritzsche, /c.)
probably later alteration. V. 31. &&yps after Opovov in some codices
of Theodotion is justified by 1. The expression is borrowed from
11"\13573 2T, Ps. exly, 12, ¢ His glorious kingdom.”

V. 32. RNYPOWRT, “who hast lowered the abyss,” or “‘causest
the depths (abyss) to sink down,” Ze., “established them down
below,” is mistranslated, émB\érwr. ‘Theodotion must have read
the word differently, probably some form derived from HPW:
“to look,” NNPFWRT? (¢ Deut. xxvi, 15; Ps. xiv, 2; Lament.
iii, 50, etc.) The whole Song is modelled evidently after Ps. cxlviii.
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The same order is followed in both, only the subjects are more
numerous in the Song.

V. 33. Like Theodotion, NMY, “of the heavens,” after
oTEpeupa, .

V. 35 of the Greek, which is only a repetition of v. 33, is missing
in the Aramaic (¢f. Ps. cxlv, 4).

V. 35 Aramaic = 36 Greek.

V. 36 Aramaic = 37 Greek. xai wdv7a, which is out of place,
is omitted in the Aramaic. «ai has been omitted also by Theo-
dotion (v. Fritzsche, Zc.), ¢f. Ps. cxlv, 4.

V37 &“S"n, exactly the évvduces of Theodotion = YIN2X,
Ps. cxlv, 2.

V. 39 of the Greek is missing in the Aramaic. In Syriac B it
is marked with an asterisk, as being a later interpolation (¢/.
Fritzsche, /e, p. 129).

V. 38 = Greek 40. N, plural, whilst Greek 7o& duparod.

V. 39. (Greek 41.) =as, probably taken from the following verse,
as it is here quite out of place. Omitted in the Aramaic.

V. go. (Greek 42.) mveduaza, an inexact translation of NYTIM,
instead of the proper, d@vcuor.  One proof more for the Semitic of
being the original, and the Greek a translation (¢/. De Wette, Zc.).

V. 41-44. (44 Greek.) The MSS. of Theodotion’s version differ
very much among themselves about the text and the order of these
verses, which is far from being settled. Our Aramaic text is of
extreme value for the reconstruction of the original text, and proves
its absolute independence from the Greek.

Each verse in the Aramaic stands for two of the Greek. I divide
them into @ and 4, the first and second half, for easier comparison,
and I add also the numbers of LXX.

V. 41a = 43 Theodotion and 43 LXX, fire and heat. 414,
cold and warm, corresponds exactly with Theodotion 48, Yoxos xai
kadpa, although he uses xadpa also, v. 21, whilst the Aramaic has
NMMAT in the second instance.. The LXX has, v. 44 (ed. Fritzsche,
P- 76), pé-os kai rixos, and the same idea of ice and cold and snow
and frost is repeated at least four times (vv. 44—47) without any
apparent reason, unless it is due to inaccurate translation. Vv. 45
and 47 of the LXX are omitted entirely by Theodotion, probably
as unnecessary repetitions, and the position of the others is changed.

V. 42a. XY must be read WYY, “lhunders and light-
nings” (literally, “arrows"); ¢ the first half of Theodotion and
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LXX, 50, dotparai. The “thunder” is left out. 424. N2 must
be read 1P ; the words M and N} are taken from Ps. cxlvii,
17, where they occur together, ice and cold, Theodotion, v. 49,
maxvae kai xwoves. In the LXX we have the choice of vv. 46 or 47,
46 being a more accurate translation of P and NP, 7dayos kai
Y oxos.

V. 43a. Vapours and clouds (Ps. cxlviii, 8), Theodotion 50, has
only veppéhac. whilst the LXX has, v. 45, dpdooc xai viperoi, which
latter word could be a corruption from &. x. vepéhar. The altera-
tions into wgperoi may have suggested itself through v. 50, where
vegpéhar is, however, not in its proper place, at least according
to the Aramaic text. 438, nights and days, Theodotion, 46;
LXX, 48.

V. 44a. Light and darkness, Theodotion, 47; LXX, 49. 446,
NOBMN N‘)l‘p , “blackness and gloom,” or, as I would prefer to
translate, ‘‘dusk and dawn.” These two are omitted in both Greek
translations.

The text has now a more systematic and harmonious appearance:
first heat and cold in the abstract, then thunder and lightning, then
ice, frost and snow, then vapours and clouds, then day and night.
All these are phenomena that happen in the air, the earth and its
elements follow naturally upon it.

V. 45a¢ = Greek 51. Aramaic, the Jands, plural; Theodotion,
. 456 (Greek 52), mountains and hills.

46a=Greek 53. 464 has only 3NN, these are “the fountains
of the deep ” (¢f Genesis vii, 11), and must therefore be mentioned
before “the seas and rivers.” The transposition in the Greek text
is therefore not likely to be due to Theodotion, who morcover
agrees with the Aramaic in omitting éufpos (so the LXX), mentioned
already before, in v. 41. .Similarly we must alter Od\agaa, v. 55,
Greek, into 0dilagoar = RYMY of the Aramaic.

Instead of NMM), Theodotion must have read NI, hence
«yry instead of the simple fisk.

V. 48a. (Greek 57.) 7a merewa 708 odpavod is as literal a trans-
lation of the Semitic NYY DM as can be wished. Theodotion
has mavra = Aramaic 93 in 57 and 58, in the latter only before
Onpia, just as in the Aramaic.

N means the wild, and W3 the tame animals, and are
faithfully rendered by Onpia rai 7a xmjvy; ¢f. Ps. cxlviii, 10, IV
12 53, “ beasts and all cattle.”
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V. 49. (Greek 59.) Theodotion, viet 7@r dvOpémwr, without oi =
Aramaic NWIN M3 ‘73 is omitted in the Greek.

V. 5o. (Greek 61-62.) The second half of this verse seems to
have dropped out in the Aramaic, as each verse has as a rule Zwo
distinct parallel subjects; and here only priests are mentioned.
Theodotion has éoved = Y12Y), after icpets, MM, and ruplov after
each, just as in the Aramaic ™J. We must therefore complete the
Aramaic verse accordingly.

V. 51 (Greek) 63. N\p\"lg meN ij = mreipara xai Yrvxal
dwalwv.  The wording leaves it undecided whether it is a question
of the living or the dead (¢f Fritzsche, Zec., p. 130). The following
half of the verse mentions however the living, 22% MY, ramewoi
éy wapéla. The i ) ¢awor, must necessarily also be taken as
living. (C/. Daniel vii, 21, 22, 27), and we shall translate therefore :
the spirits and souls of the just. The juxtaposition of 11N and
TIWY occurs in Job xxxiv, 14. I cannot see here any idea of the
trichotomy of man as suggested by Fritzsche.

V. 52. (Greek 63.) LN is rendered ééos. Theodotion has
dowacr before ek xepds Oavdzov, as in the Aramaic NP before
NI

Theodotion ¢« pegov  rapdvov = Aramaic ]'LHN ]D, “From
the burning fire and flame He has saved us.” Of these words,
]‘2\”5‘01 p\S‘I are missing in both Greek translations, omiited
probably because they appeared an unnecessary repetition of the
foregoing verse. '7\3\ is better rendered by e\vrpdoaro, LXX, than
by ¢ppvaare, with which Theodotion is credited ; as 2} is trans-
lated so in the same verse, and it is not likely that he should have
repeated the same word when he had to translate another Aramaic
word, D2

53- (66.) P, Greek ¢£opoNoyciale corresponds exactly.

536 (67) differs completely from the Greek. The whole verse
is not addressed to anyone. V. 52 concludes fitly with the three
Children, all the others having been enumerated before. There was
no room for ecBoucroc to be repeated, as they were included among
the dovof, etc. (vv. 50ff. Aramaic, 61 ff. Greek). m:;’ay HWDB,
“The lord of the universc,” must have been strangely misread by the
LXX and Theodotion, as well as the following, ]\n'jN N, “Heds
God.” They have 7ov Kipeov, rov Ocow 7w Ocdov, “the Lord, the God
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of gods.” This verse is evidently modelled after Ps. cxxxvi, vv. 2 and

3, the Targum of which runs thus:—, , , , N‘TT‘?N ‘TT‘?N‘? v
TN \‘\’3‘7 y1aw. Theodotion or the LXX may have
thought of these verses, and have changed "the primitive form
found in the Aramaic for the other more dogmatic, but alien to the
text.

The result of this detailed comparison is, that the Aramaic is
a more primitive and more correct text, agreeing in the main with
Theodotion, but differing sufficiently from his text to show its
independence from any of the existing forms of the Greek. It
represents thus the oldest text of the Song, and helps us to recon-
struct the primitive form of Theodotion’s Greek translation as it must
have been before it was altered and interpolated from the LXX.

By these means we shall be able to reconstruct also the original
form of the version of the LXX, as this also must have suffered
many alterations and interpolations from Theodotion and others.
Those readings in Theodotion which differ from our text will have
to be considered as originating from the L.XX, and wice versa those
agreeing more closely with our Aramaic text than the corresponding
portion in Theodotion, have crept into the LXX from Theodotion.

We shall thus obtain a clearer insight into the true character of
the old LXX version before Theodotion, and understand better
the reason for its elimination from the church service; for it will
be found to differ very materially from the Aramaic text, with which
Theodotion would then exactly correspond. For this very rcason
the former had been eliminated, and the latter substituted instead,
though it has become rather mixed in the course of time. It must
be borne in mind that the Song formed, from very ancient times,
part of the Church Hymn book, and is often found added to the
Psalter. Hence the profound alterations to which it was subjected,
and the amalgamation of LXX and Theodotion.

We are much better off in the other legend, where such causes
did not operate to alter the character of the two translations ; and I
pass on to the examination of—

Daniel and the Dragon.

V. 1. (LXX 23; Theodotion 23.) The Aramaic text has
NI NN, “in that place,” in common with LXX, év 76 adry
7oy, and NNDY 2N, “great and mighty,” with Theodotion péyas.
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12N is rendered by both épaxwr.

'73, missing in the Greek.

V. 2. (24.) Aramaic totally different. No trace in it of “brass,’
which was suggested in the Greek by the tale of the brazen idol Bel
(v. 7), nor of “eating and drinking.” Instead of wpogkvwyaav we
have wsg, ‘““pray.”

V. 3 is missing in LLXX, but is v. 25 Theodotion, with which the
Aramaic text agrees in general, but has more than the Greek
NDED’?, “to the king;” WNMANT, “of my fathers;” and
\‘D‘n‘n a7, “mighty and awe-inspiring,” which are all missing in
the latter.  Syr7ac identical with Theodotion.

V. 4. (LXX 25; Theodotion 26.) BmpﬂN, identical with
Theodotion, awokrev ; and not LXX, dve@. All the ancient
versions have then, “a sword and staff,” umayadpas (Theodotion),
awipov (LXX) kai pifféov  Syriac R\WIT.  Only the Aramaic has
the proper word, N, “lance,” which must have been read
NI from very ancient times. N 277 is a standing phrase
in the Bible, ¢f, I Samuel xiii, 19, 22 ; xvii, 45, 47; xxi, 9.

V. 5. The Aramaic text is again more complete. The permis-
sion asked for by Danicl is granted in express terms, ‘r‘j ANTININ=
Theodotion 26, éféwud aov, and not LXX, écéoral a¢, and then follows
“leave to do unto it all that thou wishest,” which LXX and Theo-
dotion omit.

Vv. 6 and 7. (LXX 26; Theodotion 27.) I have already drawn
attention in the Introduction to the great difference between these
and the corresponding Greek verses. Among the ingredients we
have also o, “flax.”  pagas, Theodotion, is proved by V72,
“a round lump.” The whole portion of the iron hatchets is missing
in the Greck texts, and thus no satisfactory reason for the death of
the dragon is given, at least by Theodotion. The LXX have the
large mass of 30 manchs for the lumps made by Daniel. Theodotion,
7a gefdapara vpiv, is identical with Aramaic, which he must have
read ¥TVaTp PO PAMATT YD N1, omitting NIFTSN, and
took it to be the plural. Totally different is the ironical question
of the LXX, oi 7aira oéBeabe. Syriac differs from all.

V. 8. (27, Theodotion 28.) Almost identical with Theodotion,
a7javdxtyaav Mav is an excellent translation of the idiomatic HN
]1.‘1!'), which is repeated in v. 10 (Theodotion 30), and has the
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meaning “to be mightily (incensed) against..." ¢f Targum to
Psalm xviii, 8, ™M AN, etc. Much clearer 1s the sentence in
the Aramaic, “for we know now that thou art like unto one of the
Jewish men.” Theodotion, "lovéatos yéyover 6 Baci\eis; ¢f. Fritzsche
(Ze. p. 152). Aramaic has, after iepcs, “of Bel and his temple,” and,
instead of xaréogpale, NN, “thou hast broken up.”

V. a. (Theodotion 29.) Aramaic much shorter, a continuation
of the words spoken by the people in v. 8, and not a new state-
ment, as in Theodotion. g, in thine house, Theodotion
has read T, and thine house.

V. 10. (Theodotion 30.) Here Theodotion has rendered 5770
by émelyovaw ahoépa (see above v. 8), and instead of ;1Y ,wpﬁs hhtal
‘““they wanted to kill him,” we find, dvayxasOcis, “constrained,” which
is rather a mild description of the danger threatening him. Some
other Aramaic word must have stood in the original used by Theo-
dotion, or, what is more probable, with the change of a few letters
he may have read the words as (\DN) n‘}xlj‘m:\, “and in his
being constrained, delivered,” etc.

V. 11, (31.) WMD), “they placed,” 1 should like to read instead
wTn, ¢ they cast,” as it corresponds exactly with Theodotion,
€Balov. Instead of avror we have in the Aramaic “ Daniel.”

Aramaic 712, seven, Theodotion and LXX ¢, six days.

V. 12. (Theodotion 32.) Aramaic has the addition of N{1N2
VW17, ‘in that place”’ The real meaning of cduara, which could
mean also “ slnves,” is proved by the Aramaic ]\wJHN D to be
‘“human corpses.”

V. 13. (Theodotion 33.) The Aramaic BN‘\U"[ NIIND s
much more correct than Theodotion, “lovéals, as the prophet Hab-
akkuk lived in Israel and not in Judwa. #yyoer éYrcua is as
litteral a translation of NOW»an bwam, “sod a pottage” as
could be wished for. Instead of akagyv the Aramaic has MY,
“his sack” or “knapsack.” The Syriac has 21y, a very scarce
word, which is translated d7s%, and seems to be a kapaxlegomenon. 1
am inclined to amend the word into {21 = Persian "J'f:"' = knap-
sack, which would make it absolutely identical with the Aramaic.

In the Aramaic we have also an addition of &“‘mnxj 53‘73'7,
“to feed the reapers.”

14. (34.) Aramaic has also some small additions: WY, “and
there was” (or “appeared ”); in some codices o is preceding dyveXos ;
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5\) is added to YW in conformity with the spirit of the Aramaic,
“go and bring.” Instead of éyers we have an‘\’):ﬂ, “which
thou hast cooked.” After '7:3 the word NP “town,” is added
here and in v. 15. H‘s 2, “and gave it to him” (to Daniel), is
also missing in the Greek.

V. 15. (35.) &DN‘?DB not in the Greek.

V. 16. (36.) Here a peculiar confusion has crept into the Greek.
Theodotion does not seem to have understood properly the word
NL)‘rp, which he translated xopupy ““ the crown,” whilst the true
meaning of it is “neck.” There is then no tautology with the
following, ““hair,” or as the Aramaic has it, “lock of his head,”
N2, Aramaic adds, “and he set him with the food that he
had in his hands over the mouth of the lions’ den which was in
Babylon.”

V. 17. (36, 37.) The Aramaic text helps us here also over one of
the most perplexing passages of the Greek text, of which no one has
hitherto been able to extract a proper sense. Cf. Fritzsche (/c.,
p- 153-4), who does not mend matters. The words 21 =12
TN, must have been strangely misread, possibly as N2
TN, “the vehemency,” “fury,” pollw, and has been united with
the preceding verses, thus producing a totally unintelligible sentence.
The Aramaic on the contrary is perfectly clear, and shows unmis-
takably that it must have been the original. The meaning is,
‘ And when his breath came back to him” (or ‘“he recovered his
breath ”) which he had lost through the quickness of the flight,
‘“ Habakkuk called Daniel and said.” After ¢ ©eos Aramaic adds,
“thine,” '[nL;N.

V. 18. (38.) Aramaic begins with \‘73'1 mae, “and Daniel
praised and prayed, and said,” which is natural when beholding
the unexpected divine help. Instead of xai we have Y7, “for.”
For the rest this verse is identical with Theodotion.

V. 19. (39.) Theodotion, wapaxpijna LXX (38) k] m‘n"ri ypepa ;
Aramaic, NI RPYWR, “in one hour”  Theodotion read
probably W1, “in that very hour.”

V. z0. (40.) Aramaic {T\M), asinvv. 7, 8,13,and 17. L)]N1 opY
also a peculiar Aramaic construction similar to DNY M2WN
Sy NP throughout the text. In the Aramaic there is no
trace of wevljoar. Did Theodotion read \33173'7 instead of

wrmb ?
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V. 21. (41.) Aramaic N:’jrf_\, so in LXX, missing in Theodotion ;
Aramaic NMD) 20 (¢f v. 20). Greek only, “great” (or loud).
Aramaic has the third person, “is the god of,” ;'1\.‘117.\2 Greek, cf,
“art thou.” Aramaic NpM, ¢ and glorious ” (¢f. Song of Three
Children, v. 29). Theodotion (and LXX) have instead xai ode
farev d\\os TA\Yv cob.

V. 22. (42.) Aramaic has &3'7}3 ™o, ¢ and the king gave
orders.” Theodotion omits these as well as the words 2y} V)
NN

fa ) 1‘73&, idiomatic expression, which is paraphrased by

[ L) 1 YR
atTiovs '”,? aﬂ'o:\Ela? avTov.

ND'?D AMN, also missing in Theodotion and LXX.

YB3, Theodotion, wapaypijua évdmiov aizod ; probatly he read
2. Syriac has even more, “before him and before Daniel.”

This minute comparison between the Aramaic text and Theo-
dotion proves beyond doubt that the former is absolutely independent
of the Greek. Not a single trace can be detected of any Greek
influence, either in language or in construction. Both are pure
Aramaic, agreeing in every point with the known characteristics of
that language. No translation could be as perfect, and no text
that we have can be looked upon as a probable or even possible
original. But everything points to the contrary conclusion—that
this Aramaic text represents the original from which Theodotion
made his translation. Numerous instances of misreadings and
misinterpretations have been adduced in the course of our examina-
tion, which prove conclusively the dependence of the Greek text
upon this very Aramaic text. The close resemblance between the
Aramaic and Theodotion in the Tale of the Dragon is beyond
dispute. In this piece we recognise, more clearly than in that of
the Song, how thoroughly Theodotion differed from the LXX, and
we find in the Aramaic text the reason for the profound changes
introduced by him into his translation. He tried to approximate
it as closely as possible to this original from which the LXX had
deviated so much. With the assistance of the Aramaic text, we are
now in a position to remove many of the mistakes that have crept
in, and to reconstruct the same text of Theodotion.

Not having found a place in the Liturgy, this tale has suffered
less from interpolations, and we have therefore two distinct Greek
texts, and not a mixed text as in the case of the “Song.” In the
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Tale of the Dragon we are therefore also in a better position to see
how closely Theodotion follows the Aramaic text.

Judging the Song, then, in the light of this almost absolute
identity of Theodotion with the Aramaic, we are forced to admit,
as already indicated above, that the literary tradition of the two
Greek texts is far from being correct, that the difference between
Theodotion and LXX must have been more profound than is
now the case, and that we shall have to recast the existing text of
Theodotion and also that of the LXX, as both translations have
exercised a mutually deteriorating influence upon each other, taking
as basis for the reconstruction this Aramaic text, which, as I have
tried to prove, is the original from which those translations have
been made. The mistakes, which have their origin in wrong
readings and misinterpretation, prove also conclusively that the
original was Aramaic, and not Hebrew.

IV. TRANSLATION.

A. The Song of the Three Children.

V. 1. And the three went into the furnace of burning fire,
praising and blessing the Lord. And Azariah stood up to pray,
and he prayed thus; and he opened his mouth and said: V. 2.
““Blessed be he, the God of our fathers, and be his name praised
and glorified for evermore. V. 3. For thou art true in all that thou
hast done to us, for all thy works are true, and thy ways established,
and all thy judgments faithful. V. 4. Yea, true judgment hast
thou wrought in all (7% things) that thou hast brought upon us,
and upon Jerusalem the holy city of our fathers, for true judgments
hast thou brought upon us, because of our sins. V. 5. We have
sinned, and we have committed iniquity, and we have departed
(withdrawn) from thee. V. 6. And we have turned aside (trespassed)
from all the commandments which thou hast commanded us, as
we have not been willing to keep and to observe them, that it
might go well with us. V. 7. And because we have not done
(observed) thy commandments and statutes, V. 8. thou hast wrought
true judgment in that thou hast delivered us into the hands of
lawless enemies, and into the hands of wicked and lawless kings in
all the lands. V. 9. And now we cannot open our mouths, for thy
servants who cling to thee have become a shame. V. 1o. And we
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beseech thee not to deliver us up wholly, for the sake of thy great
and holy name, neither to forget thy covenants. V. 11. And cause
not thy mercy to depart from us, for the sake of Abraham thy
beloved, and thy servant Isaac, and thy holy Israel. V. 12. To whom
thou hadst spoken that (#4ow wouldst) multiply their children as the
stars of heaven, and as the sand (#4at lieth) on the seashore.
V. 13. And now we are become less than any other nation, as we
are miserable (poor) this day in all the lands because of our sins.
V. 14. And at this time we have neither a leader nor prophets, neither
governors nor deputies, neither burnt-offerings nor sacrifices, nor obla-
tions, as there is no place to bring all these before thee (/z order) to
find mercy. V. 15. But in a contrite heart and humble spirit let us
be accepted like as burnt offerings and sacrifices of rams and bullocks,
and like thousands of fat lamibs. V. 16. Thus may our sacrifice to-day
be acceptable in thy sight: for they shall not be confounded that put
their trust in thee. V. 17. And now we desire with all our heart to
fear thee. V. 18 and we pray unto thee, that thou puttest us not
to shame, but that thou dealest with us after thy lovingkindness,
and according to the multitude of thy mercy. V. 19. Deliver us and
give glory to thy name, O Lord; and let all them that do thy
servants hurt be ashamed. V. z2o. And let them be confounded
in (in spite of) all their power, and in (in spite of) their strength let
them be broken. V. 21, And they shall know that thou alone art
ruler over all the lands. V. 22. And now the servants of the king
and his attendants, that threw the three men into the furnace, took
naphtha, pitch and tow, and made balls, V. 23. in order to
increase the flame of the fire 49 cubits above the furnace. V. 24.
And the fire and the flame streamed forth and burnt them and
every one of the Chaldacans that were standing by the side of the
furnace. V. 25. And the angel of the Lord came down into the
oven with Azariah and his fellows, and the fire of the oven cooled
down. V. 26. And he made in the midst of the furnace like unto a
wind that blew dew, and none ot the fire touched them, nor were
they hurt in any way. V. 27. Then those three with one mouth
praised, and glorified and blessed God in the midst of the burning
furnace, and said: V. 28. Blessed is the Lord God of our fathers,
and to be praised and exalted for ever and ever. V. 29. And
blessed be thy great and glorious and holy name, and praised and
exalted over all the world. V. 30. Blessed art thou in thy holy
temple, and to be praised and glorified over all the worlds. V. 31.
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Blessed art thou upon the throne of thy glorious kingdom, and to
be praised and exalted for ever and ever. V. 32. Blessed art thou,
who hast lowered the abyss and sittest upon the cherubim and be
praised and glorified in all the worlds. V. 33. Blessed art thou
in the firmament of heavens, and be extolled and praised for ever.
V. 34. O all ye works bless ye the Lord God, praise him and
exalt him in the world. V. 35. All ye angels bless ye the Lord
God, praise him and exalt him over the world. V. 36. O ye
waters that be above the heavens bless ye the Lord, praise him and
exalt him in the world. V. 37. All ye hosts of God, bless ye the
Lord, praise him and exalt him in the world. V. 38. O ye stars of
heaven bless ye the Lord, praise him and exalt him in the world.
V. 39. O ye rain and dew bless ye the Lord, praise him and exalt
him in the world. V. 40. All ye winds of God, bless ye the Lord,
praise him and exalt him in the world. V. 41. O ye fire and heat,
bless ye the Lord, O ye cold and warmth bless ye the Lord, praise him
and exalt him in the world. V. 42. O ye thunders and lightnings
bless ye the Lord, O ye ice and frost bless ye the Lord, praise him and
exalt him in the world. V. 43. O ye vapours and clouds bless ye the
Lord, O ye nights and days bless ye the Lord, praise him and exalt
him in the world. V. 44. O ye light and darkness bless ye the
Lord, O ye dusk and dawn bless ye the Lord, praise him and exalt
him in the world. V. 45. O ye lands bless ye the Lord, O ye
mountains and little hills bless ye the Lord, praise him and exalt
him in the world. V. 46. O all ye things that grow in the earth
bless ye the Lord, O ye deep fountains bless ye the Lord, praise him
and exalt him in the world. V. 47. O ye seas and rivers bless ye the
Lord, O ye fish and all that move in the waters bless ye the Lord,
praise him and exalt him in the world. V. 48. O all ye fowls of the
heavens bless ye the Lord, O all ye beasts and cattle bless ye the
Lord, praise him and exalt him in the world. V. 49. O all ye
children of men bless ye the Lord, O Isracl bless ye the Lord, praise
him and exalt him in the world. V. s0. O ye priests of God bless
ye the Lord, (O ye servants of God, bless ye the Lord), praise him
and exalt him in the world. V. 51. O ye spirits and souls of
the righteous bless ye the Lord, O ye holy and humble men of
heart bless ye the Lord, praise him and exalt him in the world.
V. 52. O ye Hananyah, Azariah, and Mishael bless ye the Lord,
praise him and exalt him in the world, for he hath delivered us
from Sheol and saved us from the hand of death ; for he delivered
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us from the furnace of burning fire, and he hath saved us from
burning fire and flames. V. 53. Give thanks unto the Lord, for he is
good, as his mercies (endure) for ever, and bless ye the Lord of
the World, he is God, praise him and exalt him in the world.

B. Daniel and the Dragon.

V. 1. And in that place there was a great and mighty dragon,
which all the Babylonians worshipped. V. 2. And the king said
unto Daniel, now thou canst not say that this here is no living god,
therefore pray to him. V. 3. And Daniel answered and said unto
the king, I pray only to the Lord God of my fathers, for he is a
living God, mighty and awe-inspiring. V. 4. But if thou, O king,
wilt give me leave, I will slay this dragon without lance or sword.
V. 5. And the king said unto Daniel, I give thee now leave to do
unto it all that thou wishest. 6. And Daniel went and took pitch
and fat and flax and hair, and rolled them into one lump, and he
made unto himself iron hatchets, and rolled all that round and
round the hatchets, and he threw it into the dragon’s mouth. V. 7.
And it came to pass when the dragon had swallowed it and it had gone
down into his stomach, the fat and pitch melted awayfrom the hatchets,
and the dragon was injured by the (spurs) points of the hatchet, and
died. And Daniel said, lo, this is your god, whom you worshipped.
V. 8. And when they of Babylon saw that the dragon was dead, they
were all greatly incensed, and they gathered together and went up
before the king, and they spake, saying, now we know that thou art
like unto one of the Jewish men, for lo ! thou has destroyed Bel, and
the dragon thou hast killed, and the priests of Bel thou hast broken
up, together with his temple. V. 9. And now, if thou deliverest not
Daniel into our hands, we will kill thee even in thine house. V. r1o0.
Now when the king saw that they were all greatly incensed so that
they wanted to kill him, he delivered Daniel unto them. V. 1.
And they cast Daniel into the lions’ pit, and he was there seven
days. V. 12. For there was a pit in that place, in which there
were seven lions, and they used to give them every day two
carcasses, and two sheep ; and on that day they were not given to
them, to the intent that they might devour Daniel. V. 13. The
prophet Habakkuk was then in the land of Israel, and he sod a
pottage to feed the reapers, and placed bread in his sack, and went
to bring it to the reapers in the field. V. 14. And lo, the angel of
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the Lord (appeared), and spoke to Habakkuk the prophet, saying,
go and carry now this pottage which thou hast made to the town of
Babylon, and give it to Daniel, who is in the lions’ pit. V. 15. And
the prophet Habakkuk answered and said to the angel, my lord, I
have never seen the town of Babylon, neither do I know the lions’
pit. V. 16. And the angel of the Lord took him by the neck and
bore him by the lock of his head, and he set him with the food that
he had in his hands over the mouth of the lions’ pit which was in
Babylon. V. 17. And when he recovered his breath, Habakkuk
called Daniel, and said, take now this food which thy God has sent
thee. V. 18. And Daniel praised and prayed, and said, O Lord
God, thou hast remembered me, neither hast thou forsaken all those
that love thee. V.19 And Daniel arose and did eat; and the
angel of the Lord carried Habakkuk back to his place in one hour.
V. 20. And it came to pass on the seventh day that the king arose
and went to the lions’ pit to see Daniel, and he saw Daniel sitting
in the den. V. 21. And the king cried with a loud and mighty
voice, and said, the Lord God of Daniel, He is great and glorious.
V. 22. And the king ordered to draw Daniel out from the lons’
pit, and those men who had calumniated Daniel, the king ordered
to cast them in there. And they cast them in the lions’ pit, and
the (/fons) devoured them in a moment.

Postscriprr.—I have since acquired a Hebrew Manuscript
(now Cod. Hebr., 130 of my collection) written in a Spanish hand,
of the end of the XVIth century. Itis a collection of tales. One
among these (No. 72 f. 162a-163a) is now the Hebrew translation
of the Syriac text of Bel and the Dragon, published by Dr. Neubauer,
from the Midrash Rabba de-Rabba. (The book of Tobit,
Oxford, 1878, p. 39-43). This translation is as literal as possible,
therefore of no small importance for the criticism of that text,
especially as it contains a few remarkable variations. I select only
one, as it corroborates the reading of our Aramaic text in one of
the most interesting variants. V. 13 reads in this MS.: “Now
Habakkuk was a prophet in Judah, and he had in his hands a
pottage (scething) and in /s Znapsack bread, to bring to the reapers
in the field:” Swwan Y™ oMM "WNi N2 T o ppam”
agreeing thus exactly ¢ /TR DY RED 81D onb IAMTARNDY,
with the Aramaic, in that Habakkuk carried the bread in a sac4, and
in nothing else, although the Hebrew-Syriac text has also the word
N2 for it
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